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OPINION

PER CURIAM
Faintiff R.C. gpped s the Didrict Court’s grant of summary judgment in favor of the

Union Township Board of Education and fourteen of itsemployees. R.C., in a 72 count



Second Amended Complaint, dleged violations of hisrights under the Individuas with
Disabilities Education Act, Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act, the Americans with
Disabilities Act, and the due process and equd protection clauses of the Condtitution fo the
United States. He brought his claims both directly and under 42 U.S.C. 88 1983 and 1985.
Because R.C. was an older high school student when he filed suit in 1994 (and is now a 29
year old man), he has limited the relief he seeks under the plethora of statutes he invokesto
compensatory and punitive damages. We have jurisdiction under 28 U.S.C. § 1291.

The parties and the Didtrict Court are intimately familiar with the lengthy history of
this case, ahistory that began in the late-1980's and culminated in the decision of the
Digtrict Court we are now caled upon to review. It would, therefore, serve no useful
purpose to summarize that history or the numerous ways in which R.C. dlegesthat error
was committed. Suffice it to say, we have reviewed with great care the extensive record in
this case, the decison of the Digtrict Court, and the contentions of the parties on apped.
Our review convinces us that for substantidly the reasons set forth by the Didtrict court in
itsora opinion of June 26, 2000 and Order of June 29, 2000, the Order of the District

Court will be affirmed.



